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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics
which differentiated freshmen who persisted beyond the fail semester
of 1980 at the University of North Dakota from those who did not.
The research population consisted of all "undergraduate regular"—
"new freshman" enrolled during the fall semesters of 1979 (M » 5560)
and 1980 (N » 1551).

A random sample of 400 students drawn from \he

1980 research population were sent a mail questionnaire,

A total of

336 (84X) usable responses were received.
Variables Included in this study were of two types:

(a) pre-college

characteristics from students' ACT Assessments and the University's
Student Record System, and (b) measures of early college experiences
from the mail questionnaire.

Three discriminant models were developed

in an attempt to classify students— eased on first semester GPA and
second term enrollment status— into four persistence groups:

(a) suc

cessful persisters, (b) unsuccessful persisters, ( c ) successful nonpersisters, and (d) unsuccessful non-persisters.

Two models used only

pre-college characteristics as predictors and yielded "hit" rates of
78.9% and 86,8%,

A third model included additional measures of early

college experiences as predictors and resulted in a hit rate of 94.2%.
Although considerable predictive accuracy was achieved with precollege characteristics alone, a chi-square analysis showed that the
additional measures of early college experiences significantly improved
x

the predictive efficiency of the discriminant aa- lei.

For those models

using only pre-college chat acteristics as predictors, the ANQVA revealed
that variables relating to academic aptitude/achievement had the greatest
differences in persistence group means.

The model which included all

variables had the greatest differences across means on the measures of
early college experiences.
the second semester . .

The survey item, "what are your plans for
, revealed the single greatest difference

between persistence groups.
A further analysis of the data showed that the variable "presence"
or "absence" of ACT Assessment data was a useful predictor of persistence
for students who were otherwise dropped from the discriminant analyses
because of that missing data.
Suggestions for campus intervention programs targeted at probable
non-persisters were given.

xi

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Retention research ir. higher education has received considerable
attention over the past fifty years.

The majority of studies have

attempted to determine either: (a) which factors are associated with
those students who continue in college (retention or persistence
studies); or, (b) which factors are associated with those students who
do not continue to graduation (attrition or drop-out studies).
Although the results of this research have generally been disappointing,
often contradictory, and of little practical value, the topic endures.
What then is there about retention research which makes it such a
popular endeavor?
From reviewing the related literature four general themes pre
dominate as the primary reasons or justification for retention/attrition
research.

Three have been cited for many years, while the fourth has

only recently emerged.

These are:

(a) concerns about the potential

detrimental effects dropping out has on students; (b) institutional
financial expenses accruing to student losses; (c) the belief that
retention studies will lead to institutional laorovement, and more
recently, (d) the projected decline in the number of students attending
college.
The first reason lias caused several authors (Astin, $977; Cope L
Hannah, 1975; Hackma' & Dyainger, 1970) to list the negative effects
>

they believe befall students who dropout of college.

These include the

loss of potential earnings and out-of-pocket expenses, delayed job
entry, and such psychological consequences as lessened self-esteem,
disappointment, self-doubt, and depression.

Others, (Fetters, 19??;

Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Summerskil 1, 1962) however, believe that
not all students leaving college will experience these negative outcome
pointing out that some students withdraw for positive and desirable
reasons.
The second reason noted by Astin (1975); Cope and Hannah (1975);
Patrick, Myers, and Van Dusen (1979); Summerskill (1962); and Terenzini
and Pascarella (1978) concerns the financial losses experienced by
institutions which result from students leaving.

These expenses relate

primarily to the costs involved in recruitment, record maintenance,
housing, and financial aids.

As institutional expenses continue to

rise in general, this contention gains support for the proposition that
it may be more cost-effective to retain students than to replace them.
Institutional improvement, the third rationale, has been cited
frequently as a justification for conducting retention research (Bean 6
Creswell, 1980; Fetters, 1977; Henderson & Plummer, 1978; Pantages &
Creedon, 1978; Patrick et al., 1979; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978).
These improvements usually result from changes made in administrative
policies, and in program development and modification.

Several col

leges have been able to improve their counseling services, recruitment
and admissions procedures, and initiate other modifications based on
individual and institutional weaknesses identified through retention
research.

This particular approach has been summed up well by the

question "given the students we have, what can be modified in the edu
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cational process so that these students will be retained" (Lea, Sedlacek, & Stewart, 1979, p. 13)?

Inherent in the question is the need

to know what factors are at work causing students to leave college.
A fourth justification for retention research relates to the
projection for the 1980's of declining college enrollments.

College

presidents recently ranked this concern second in importance from a
list of 20 items representing critical issues confronting colleges and
universities (Duea, 1981).

Noel (19/6) pointed out that by 1991 there

will be one-half million fewer degree students in the United States than
in 1974, a decline of 28%.

Astin (1975), acknowledging this fact,

viewed retention as an alternative to maintain student enrollments for
colleges who have traditionally looked to recruitment.

Since changes

in retention efforts can affect four classes of students simultaneously,
he perceived this approach as being more cost-effective than recruitment
efforts which only affect a given year's class.

This idea has also been

supported by the proposition that colleges' attempts to improve recruit
ment efforts may effectively cancel each other out (Davison, 1980).
The enrollment projections for North Dakota reflect the national
trend.

The number of high school graduates in the state has been pro

jected to decline by 3396, or 30%, from 1979 to 1990 (Davison, 1980).
Two additional factors, which increased enrollments during the 1960's
and 1970's (the 18 year old graduation rate and the female postsecondary
entrance rate), also show little growth potential.

These projections

led Davison to conclude that full time undergraduate enrollment in
North Dakota will decrease by 31% from 1980 to 1990.

Table 1, which

has been extracted from Davison's data, reveals projections for the
University of North Dakota consistent with the national and state trends.
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Tab1e i
Projected Decreases in Full Time Resident Undergraduate
Enrollments From the 1979 Base Year at the
University of North Dakota, 1980-1990

Academic
year

Projected
undergraduate
enrollment

Projected*1
decrease

Percent
decrease

1980

4799

2

0.0

1981

4790

11

0.2

1982

4671

130

2.7

1983

4428

373

7.8

1984

4133

668

13.9

1985

3869

932

19.4

1986

3629

1172

24.4

1987

3476

1325

27.6

1988

3462

1339

27.9

1989

3472

1329

27.7

1990

3482

1319

27.5

Note:
&

Extracted from Davison, !980, Appendi x C .

Projected decreases in enrollment and percent cf decrease are

based on the actual 1.979 enrollment figures of A801 students.
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The peak enrollment decline from the 1979 base year is expected to
occur in 1988 when 21.97, fewer resident undergraduates are projected to
be enrolled.
Since Davison's study has been completed the enrollment figures for
1980 have been reported, although in somewhat different categories titan
those used by Davison.

The combined total of full and part time resi

dent undergraduates in 1980 was 5784, an increase of 34 (.6%) over the
1979 total of 5750 (University of North Dakota, Office of Admissions
and Records, 1981).

Though the totals for full time resident under

graduates were unavailable it seems reasonable to conclude that they also
would reflect a small Increase over the 1979 totals.

Thus, instead of

the nominal decrease In enrollment for the first year of Davison's
projections, the University of North Dakota actually experienced a small
Increase.

This finding may be partially accounted for by the continued

depressed economy.

In fairness to Davison it should be noted that this

situation could not have been predicted at the time of his study.

The

lack of employment opportunities may have caused some students to remain
in college who would otherwise have left, and some to enroll in college
who otherwise would have entered the labor force.

The economy's return

to normalcy may therefore lead to enrollments more in line with Davison's
overall projections.
An additional factor which may have an effect on college enrol 1~
ments--and also unknown to Davison at the time of his s»udy— is the
anticipated budget cuts in Federal, student financial aid programs.
Though legislation has not yet been enacted it can be anticipated that
severe cut backs In the amount of student financial aids would have a
detrimental effect on college enrollment.
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Thus, it appears likely that the University of North Dakota, as
well as other institutions, faces the real and rapidly approaching
problem of declining enrollments.

How to best deal with this problem

may be partially answered through retention research.

This may,

according to Lea et al. (1979), cause institutions to realize that:
As students become more of a means to insure survival of insti
tutions, they may become an end within themselves.
Institutions
likely will have to respond better to student needs in order to
maintain enrollments. Although the major motivation of retention
efforts may have quantitative goals to increase student enroll
ments, the most important changes may be qualitative in terms of
improving educational services.
(pp. 2-3)
For this to occur retention research will need to focus on specific
populations in order to identify those students with a high probability
of dropping out (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Terenzini & Pascarella,
1978).

Perhaps the largest such sub-group of students is the college

freshman.

Numerous studies (Fetters, 1977; Iffert, 1957; Marsh, 1966;

Noel, 1976; Sexton, 1965; Spady, 1971) have documented the fact that
the freshman year is the most critical.

Harth (1979) found that fresh

men at the University of North Dakota left 50Z more often than expected
in proportion to their total class size.

Noel (1976) asserts that

"the first six weeks on campus are the most critical in determining
whether a student is going to stay or leave" (p. 35).
This segment of the college population, therefore, seems to be a
logical choice for additional retention research.

Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics
which differentiated between freshman students who persisted beyond one
semester at the University of North Dakota, and those who did not,
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during the fall semester of 1980.

Particular emphasis was given to

those pre-college characteristics and early college experiences which
are important i.n determining who stays and who leaves.

These factors

were then related to implications concerning possible programming to
improve the freshman retention rate.

Research Questions
1.

Can freshman students accurately be classified into the follow

ing sub-groups on the basis of pre-cotlege characteristics alone:
successful persisters, unsuccessful persisters, successful non-persiscers,
and unsuccessful non-persisters?
2.

Can the classification of freshman students into the previously

named four sub-groups be appreciably improved by adding to the pre
college characteristics measures of early college experiences following
their arrival on campus.

Delimitations of the Problem
The study involved ail freshman undergraduate students enrolled
fail semester of 1980 at the University of North Dakota who were classi
fied by the Office of Admissions and Records computerized Student Record
System as having an application type of "new freshman" and a student
type of "undergraduate regular".

Llmitiations of the Problem
l»

The study was limited by the accuracy of University records as

maintained by the Student Record System on the study population,
2.

Information on every variable for each member of the study

population was not available.

3.

All students invol'-ed in the study were at one time under

graduates at the same univ> rsity which may limit the generalizabilitv o
the results to other institutional settings.

Significance of the Study
The assessment of characteristics which differentiate between
persisters and non-persisters would provide valuable information for
academic departments, administrative officers, and providers of student
services.

Faced with the prospect of declining student enrollments,

these offices require information which will assist the University in
planning for the coming decade.

By knowing what characteristics are

important in determining persistence during the freshman year, admini
strative and academic policies can be evaluated in terms of their
probable effect on student retention.

Student: services and programs

can also be developed to better serve those students with a high
probability of discontinuing their college studies.

Recruitment and

orientation activities can similarly be designed to enhance students’
chances of continuing in college to graduation.

Def initions
1.

Attrition.

A term which refers to all students who leave a

given university after matriculation without earning a degree.

This

definition includes drop-outs, stop—outs, withdraws1s , administrative
drops, academic dismissals, losses due to illness, death, etc.
2.

Retention.

A term which refers to the number of students who

have continued at their institution of first matriculation.
includes all students who are classified as persisters.

This
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3.

Persister.

Those students who continue to be enrolled at their

institution of first matriculation.

This does not preclude them tram

having been a stop-out, academic dismissal, etc., at some time ( the
past.
a.

Successful Persister.

A term used in this study ,o denote

a freshman student who earned a first tern grade point average of
2.00 or greater and who continued to be enrolled the second term.
b.

Unsuccessful Persister.

A term used in this study to dene ;e

a freshman student who earned a first term grade point average below
2.00 and who continued to be enrolled the second
4.

Kon-persister.

rm.

Those students who have discontinued their

college studies at a particular institution prior t> earning a degree.
The students may be categorized more specificallv as a stop-out, drop
out, etc.
a.

Successful Non-persister.

A term used in this study to

denote a freshman student who earned a first term grade point
average of 2.00 or greater but who failed to enroll the second
term.
b.

Unsuccessful Non-persister.

A term used in this study to

denote a freshman student who earned a first term grade point
average below 2.00 and who failed to enroll the second term.
3*

Drop-outs.

education.

Students who terminate their involvement in hig. er

This term is broader than the institutional context and

precludes students from resuming college studies in any institution at
any time.
6.

Stop-outs.

Students who decide to temporarily interrupt their

college studies through a formal or informal leave-of-absence.

These
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students definitely plan on continuing their college studies at some
point in the future.
7.

Withdrawals.

Students who discontinue their college studies

by dropping all coursework during a given term.

Withdrawal typically

implies that a student has completed the required administrative pro
cedures to formally exit the institution.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Retention/actricion research has generated a considerable body of
literature over the past fifty years.

Several, comprehensive reviews

have recently been published by a number of authors who summarize well
what has been discovered about persisting and non-persisting behavior.
Rather than duplicating these efforts, this chapter draws from their
collective work and relates their findings to four main areas:

(a) prob

lems common to retention research, (b) the need for theory-based research,
(c) generally accepted findings, and (d) conclusions from the literature
review.

Problems Common to Retention Research
Reviewers have pointed out numerous flaws and deficiencies besetting
the retention/attrition literature.

Spady (1970) declared that "beyond

a few comfortable and familiar generalizations about the relationship
between attrition and family background, ability, or academic perforinance, this literature lacks both theoretical and empirical coherence"
(p. 64).

Other reviewers (Borup, !968; Lea et al., 1979; Harsh, 1966;

Pantages 6 Creedon,

1978; Sexton, 1965; Summerskil l, 1962; Tinto, 1975)

have been equally harsh in their criticisms while arriving at much the
same conclusions.
The most frequently cited criticism relates to the lack of a
commonly accepted definition of what actually constitutes a "dropout"

(Astill, 1977; Cope & Hannah, 1973; Kohen, Neste 1 & Kansas, 1978; Lea
et al., 1979; Ti.no, 1973).

Because of this, researchers have been

forced to rely on locally derived definitions which contribute to the
problem of the lack of comparability between studies across institu
tions.

While some chose to identify a dropout as anyone not matriculat

ing four years after first enrollment (which included students who trans
ferred to other Institutions), others only used that term to refer to
students who had left higher education altogether.

Tine, the results of

many studies had largely been determined in advance by how the particular
investigators defined their temas (Lea et al., 1979),
Other consistent criticisms are that retention research has focused
too narrowly on academic variables ignoring the interaction of the
student and the college environment (Borup, 1968; Cope 4 Hannah, 1975;
Lea et al., 1979); has relied on students* stated reasons for leaving
(Borup, 1968; Marsh, 1966; Pantages & Creedon, 1978); has not utilized
multivariate statistical techniques (Kohen et al., 1978; Terenzlni &
Pascarella, 1977; Tinto, 1973); and has oversimplified the problem by
attempting to isolate one or two good predictors ignoring the multicausality of drop-out decisions (Borup, 1968; Kohen et al,, 1978;
Pantages & Creedon, 1978).
Possibly the most serious deficiency, which may have led to some of
the previously noted shortcomings, has been the lack of a theoretical
framework to guide retention research.

Without a conceptual model to

guide or focus inquiry, the majority of studies have searched for stu
dent or institutional variables significantly related with dropout
behavior.

This has resulted in " a wealth of star 1 .tically reliable,

ex post facto associations that offer a markedly unpar s itaon lous explana
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tion of Che dropout process" (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980, p. 60),

To

remedy this, reviewers have called for models that go beyond the descrip
tion of characteristics to explain the processes that cause students to
leave higher education (Rootman, 1972; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977;
Tinto, 1975).

The Need for Theory Eased Research
Though retention research has achieved only limited success to
date, new directions have been established for additional research.
Hackman and Dysmger's (1970) assertion chat "some students may be
'attrition prone' when they arrive on campus" (p. 323) suggests that
colleges should attempt to Identify these students as early as possible.
Since previous studies have generally demonstrated that dropouts cannot
accurately be identified on the basis of pre-college characteristics
alone, "the next logical step is to develop the ability to predict attri
tion after students actually enroll in college" (Pantagea & Creedon,
1978, p. 64).

To accomplish this, other important variables relating

to dropout decisions need to be included.

One source of these variables

is the events which occur after a student actually arrives on campus
(Hackman & Dysinger, 1970; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980).
Two recent explanatory theories of attrition (Spady, 1970, 1971;
Tinto, 1975) have incorporated measures of college experiences as inte
gral constructs in their models.

According to Spady (1970):

The dropout process is best explained by art interdisciplinary
approach involving an interaction between the individual student
and his particular college environment in which his attributes
(i.e,, dispositions, interests,, attitudes, and skills) are
exposed to influences, expectations, and demands from a variety
of sources (including courses, faculty members, administrators,
and peers). The interaction that results provides the student with
the opportunity of assimilating successfully into both the academic
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and social systems of the college* To the extent that the rewards
available within either system appear insufficient, however, the
student may decide to withdraw.
(p. 77)
Essentially, Spady's model views academic integration as being
determined by one's academic performance and by the adequacy with which
the student identifies with the prevailing academic norms.

Social

integration, meanwhile, relies on consistent, intimate compatibility
with the immediate social system (Spady, 1970).
Tinto's theory improves on Spady's model by emphasising that when
the rewards received through these systems become inadequate, students
may consider other alternatives to maximize their returns.
Tinto (1975) stated:
One must view dropout from college as the outcome of a longi
tudinal process of interactions between the individual and his
institution (peers, faculty, administration, etc.) in which he
is registered. Assuming unchanging external conditions, drop
out is taken to be the result of the individual's experiences
in the academic and social systems of the college. These
experiences lead to varying levels of normative and structural
integration in those collegiate systems and to the reevaluation
and modification, if need be, of commitments to the goal of
college completion and to the institution. Given the perceived
returns to alternative activities, changes in these commitments
are seen as leading, in varying ways, to persistence or to
differing forms of dropout behavior.
(pp. 103-104)
Two important additions made by Tinto to Spady's model are the
concepts of educational expectation (aspiration) and institutional
commitment.

Educational expectation represents the level (e.g., two

or four-year degree) and the intensity with which that goal is held.
Institutional commitment, on the other hand, refers to the ext‘-or *•
which one is predisposed to attendance at a particular college.

The

interaction between these two factors, according to Tinto (1975), can
be Important in differentiating between voluntary withdrawals, aca
demic dismissals, transfers, and permanent dropouts.
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Together Spady and Tinto have provided useful conceptual models
from which retention research may move from atheoretical descriptive
studies to a stage in which the complex process of student attrition
can become better understood.

Generally Accepted Findings
Despite the problems which have plagued retention research, some
generally agreed upon findings have emerged.

Foremost among these is

the fact that degree completion rotes have remained remarkedly stable
since the first national study was completed during the 1930*s.

For

the typical college, approximately 40 to 60S of its entering freshman
class will earn a degree within four years (Astin, 1975; Borup, 1968;
Cope 6 Hannah, 1975; Iffert, 1957; Suramerskill, 1962).

Considerable

variability between individual Institutions exists, however, with
attrition rates ranging from a low of 10% at highly selective private
institutions to as high as 80% at some open-admission public institu
tions (Cope 6 Hannah, 1975; Summerskill, 1962).
Efforts to predict which students will leave college, however,
have met with only limited success.

Those utilizing a multiple regres

sion approach 1 ave typically been able to account for only about 10%
of the variance with the exception of Terenzini & Pascarella (1978) who
reported accounting for 26% (Astin, 1975, 1977; Fetters, 1977; Peng &
Fetters, 1978).

Others, using discriminant analysis (Mathis, 1976;

wxcliois, 1976; Pascarelia & leicaziui, 1980; Santa -tuz, 1980; Townsvau,
1975; Vorreyer, 1963), report successful prediction rates ranging from
less than chance to a high of 84%.

Generally, the discriminant function

has proved more accurate in predicting persistence than non-persistence.
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The variables used in these studies have consisted of a wide range
of student, family, and institutional characteristics from which
researchers have attempted to isolate those that identify likelv persisters and non-persisters.

Only those variables currently under

investigation, however, will be considered in this review.

For the

sake of convenience, organizational clarity, and the purposes of this
study these have been grouped into two broad categories:

(a) pre

college characteristics, those which exist prior to the time of college
enrollment and, (b) early college experiences, those which emerge or
become an important consideration as a result of the student's inter
action with the college's social and academic environment.

Pre-college Characteristics
Ott (1978) considered the basic component in a management system
focused on student retention to be the pre-college admissions informa
tion which institutions routinely collect on students.

Others (Cope,

1978; Fetters, 1977; Hoyt, 1978; Knoell, 1964) concur that the background
characteristics of individuals must be included in any serious investi
gation into persistence behavior.

At the University of North Dakota

two sources exist for this information - admissions materials and the
ACT Student Assessment.
Those pre-college characteristics suggested as being potentially
important include:

sex, marital status, race, high school achievement

and academic aptituu,, size oi ... .. town, and t

•.1 educational

attainment.
Sex.

Although generally not considered to be an important variable

by itself in determining persistence or attrition, Panrages & Creedon
(1978) contended that when considered in interaction with scholastic,
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environmental, and institutional factors it could be.

They also con

cluded that "women tend to drop out for nonscholastic reasons . . .
[while] men do so for scholastic reasons" (p, 58).

This position has

generally been supported (Spady, 1970; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1978;
Tinto, 1975), but Fetters (1977) found no sex differences in his massive
longitudinal study.

Newlon 6 Gaither (1980) found males more likely to

persist than females.
Marital status.

Borup (1968) stated that this variable has not

received enough attention to draw conclusions about ice effect on per
sistence.

However, Kohen et al. (1978) and Ross (1978) subsequently

completed studies which revealed no relationship between marital status
and persistence.
Race.

This variable has typically been discounted as an important

determinant of attrition (Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Kohen, et al.,
1978; Mathis, 1976; Ross, 1978).

Terenzini & Pascarella, (1978), however,

found it to be significant in interaction with "appeal of academic
program" and "amount of perceived intellectual development" (p. 363).
High school achievement and academic aptitude.

Researchers have long

recognized that these two variables carry the greatest predictive weight
in determining who persists and who does not (Astin, 1975; Fetters,
1977; Iffert, 1955; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Tinto, 1975).

The two

taken together often account for up to half the explained variance in
many studies, with pa-r grade per format
better predictor.

tall

.... ... be tin..

Tinto (1975) ascribed the strength of past grade

performance to its "corresponding closely to the individual's ability
to achieve within an education setting . . . not too different from
that of college" (p. 101).

Kohen, et al. (1978) cautions, however, that
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"the net importance of precollege measured ability declines substantially
after the freshman year and is nonsignificant by the junior year"
(p. 248).
Size of hcxae town.

Research findings regarding this variable have

led to different conclusions.

While Astin (1975); Cope, Pailthorp,

Trapp, Skaling, and Hewitt (1971); and Spady (1970) agreed that students
from "small towns" have higher attrition rates, others found no rela
tionship (Cope & Hannah, 1975; Pantages & Creedon, 1978).
Expected educational attainment.

Whether measured in terms of

educational plans, degree expectations, or commitment to college comple
tion, research has consistently revealed that the higher the students'
aspirations, the more likely they are to remain in college (Astin,
1977; Fetters, 1977; Peng & Fetters, 1978; Tinco, 1975).

Early College Experiences
Hoyt (1978) maintained that though "attrition-retention research
should begin with the collection of information about the student prior
to enrollment . . . provision should be made for routinely learning
about the experiences of students, their reactions to the experiences,
and shifts in their attitudes" (p. 81).

It is these experiences, the

exposure to "influences, expectations, and demands from a variety of
sources" (Spady, 1970, p. 77), that many believe to be the critical
component of the decision to stay in college or leave (Downey, Reed,
Lynch & Hoyt, 1980; Lea et al., 1979; Peng & Fetters, 5978; Spady,
1970; Tinto, 1975).

In fact, Pascarella L Terenzini (1979) assert

that "what happens during the freshman year may be more important than
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the particular commitments, background characteristics, aspirations or
aptitudes which the student brings to college" (p. 208).
Regardless of the actual overall importance, it appears relevant to
also include measures of what happens to students after they arrive on
campus in attempts to understand why some stay and some leave.
Some of the variables suggested as important include;

social

integration, academic integration, satisfaction with educational experi
ences, commitment to an educational goal, extra-curricular participa
tion, and institutional commitment.
Social Integration. This variable represents the quantity and
quality of informal peer group a'sociations, Involvement in semi-formal
extracurricular activities, and overall interaction with faculty anci
administrative staff within the college (Tinto, 1975).

Research con

sistently supports the position that students who report greater satis
faction with their interpersonal relationships are much more likely to
persist (Fetters, 1977; Friedmann, 1979; Pantages & Creedon,

8;

Rootman, 1972; Spady, 1970, 1971; Terenzini & lascarella, 1977).
Academic integral ion,

This variable encompasses students' academic

performance In college and the adequacy with which they identify with
the prevailing academic norms (Tinto, 1975).

Retention has been found

to be positively associated with the amount of affective appeal of the
academic program (Terenzini 6 Pascarelia, 1978) and with the number of
student and faculty formal and informal social interactions (Astin, 1975,
1977; Cope & Hannah, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Pascarelia h Terenzini, 1977,
1978, 1981; Ramist, 1981; Spady, 1971; Terenzini & Pascarelia, 1977, 1978,
1980a).

20

Satisfaction with educational experiences.

Boredom with courses,

insufficient intellectual challenge, lack of affective appeal of the
academic program, and general dissatisfaction with c .1ege, have all
been cited as factors related to attrition (Astin, 1975; Cope & Hannah,
1975; Downey, et al., 1980; Friedmann, 1979; Terenzini & Pascarella,
1978).
Commitment to an educational goal.

Although several researchers

(Cope & Hannah, 1975; Hackman & Dysinger, 1970; Spady, 1970; Tinto,
1975) have stated that commitment to a college education is positively
associated with persistence, there has been little hard data to support
this contention.

Pantages & Creedon (1978), in their review of the

literature, concluded that this factor was probably far less important
than generally assumed.
Extra-curricular participation.

Astin (1975, 197?) found that

involvement in research, honors programs, and social fraternities
enhanced persistence probability.

Spady (1970, 1971) and Tinto (1975),

also found this to be true in regard to participation in extracurricular
activities.

Pantages & Creedon (1978), again, were the lone dissenting

voice, concluding that participation in such activities should not be
considered a primary factor in attrition.
Institutional commitment.

Tinto (1975) speculated that students

with low levels of commitment to an institution were more likely to
voluntarily withdraw.

Studies by Muskat (1979) and Rossman and Kirk

(1970) support that contention, whereas Pantages & Creedon (1978) again
failed to find any established relationship between institutional
commitment and attrition.
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Conclusions F roc the JL,iter atore Review
Cange®! (1979) has speculated that as many as 70? of the students
who withdraw from school could have profited from their experience had
they persisted.

Whether that figure is accepted as accurate or not it

must be acknowledged that at least souse of the students who drop-out
of college do so for other than "good" reasons.

Since research has

shown that the decision to drop-out is usually not an impulsive deci
sion, but rather, one which takes place over an extended period of time,
an institution could intervene prior to a final decision being made.
Several authors concluded that timely and carefully planned institutional
interventions could significantly reduce the attrition rate (Fetters,
1977; Knoell, 1964; Pascarella & Terenzini, 1980; Sexton, 1965).
Pantages & Creedon (1978) also suggested that even though students may
still decide to terminate their studies, the involvement by college
personnel in the decision making process might be important, in later
decisions to re-enroll at that institution.
For these interventions to occur, however, colleges need to know
which students are at "risk" of dropping out.

This identification can

only occur through the development of prediction equations at local
institutions which will enable administrators to reallocate counseling,
advising, and other student services to that population which most
critically needs them— the potential dropout (Stork L Berger, 1978).
With new theoretical paradigms to guide inquiry into retention/
attrition behavior, additional avenues of exploration have been opened.
Recent research efforts along the lines of Spady’s and Tinto's models
have yielded promising results which support the importance of their
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major construct, that is, research needs to focus on what occurs to
students after their arrival on campus (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1977,
1978, 1979, 1980, 1981; Terenzini & Pascarella, 1977, 1978, 1980a,
1980b).

This finding bolsters the contention that successful efforts

to predict persistence need to include measures of these college experi
ences as integral parts of their model.

CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

The following chapter summarises, the manner in which this study
was conducted.

It provides information regarding Che research popula

tion, the sources of data, the survey instrument, variables included
in the study, procedures followed, and the statistical analyses
conducted.

Research Population
The research population consisted of all first-time, full-time
students at the University of North Dakota during the fall semesters
of 1979 (N *■ 1560) and 1980 (h * 1551) who, according to the university's
computerized Student Record System, were classified as "undergraduate
regular" - "new freshman".
From this population a random sample of 400 students from the
1980 freshman class was selected.
sent a mail survey.

These students subsequently were

A total of 336 usable questionnaires were returned

resulting in a response rate of 847..
Chi square goedness-of-fit tests (or £~test) with a significance
level of .05 indicated that the sample respondents were representative
of the population from which they had been drawn according to marital
status, presence or absence of the American College Testing (ACT)
Assessment, persistence group classification, and ACT Composite score.
Women, however, were significantly over-represented in the number of
survey respondents, x

2

(1) = 13, 8 £ < .01.

23

24

Sources of Data
Three separate sources of data were used in this study.

Sources

A and B consisted of existing student records at the University of
North Dakota, while Source C was the survey administered to the random
sample.
Source A of the student records was the ACT Assessment results for
individual students obtained from the University of North Dakota
Counseling Center.

This admissions test is required of all students

entering a state college or university in North Dakota with the excep
tion of those who may have completed the Preliminary Scholastic Apti
tude Test and/or the Scholastic Aptitude Test (University of North
Dakota, Undergraduate Bulletin, 1980).
The ACT Assessment consists of four academic tests (English,
mathematics, social studies, and natural sciences) designed to assess
a student's general educational development and ability to complete
college, work.

A Student Profile Section also includes self reported

information about a student's high school achievements, aspirations,
biographical data, and out-of-class accomplishments.

An interest

inventory measures the student's interests along six major interest
dimensions:

science, creative arts, social service, business contact,

business detail, and technical (Using the ACT Assessment, 1978).
Source B of the student records was the computerized Student
Record System maintained by the Office of Admissions and Records.

The

data included information pertaining to a student's demographic charac
teristics and university academic record.
A third source of data, Source C , consisted of the mail survey
developed specifically for this study and administered to the sample of
the research population.

However, Information on each variable from Che three sources was not
available for every student.

In some cases 'information was simply

missing on a specific variable; in others, information on all variables
from one source was missing.

The last situation most often involved

the ACT Assessment where some students may have completed one of the
alternate admissions tests, incorrectly coded their social security
numbers, did not have their scores sent to the University, or simply
failed to take the Assessment.

instrument.
The survey instrument, Student Opinion Survey (see Appendix A),
administered to the 1980 sample contained 22 multiple choice items.
Developed by the author, these items were designed to assess a variety
of college experiences suggested by the retentlon/ettrition litera
ture as being influential in students' persistence decisions.

The

respondents were asked to answer each item by selecting the response
which best reflected their opinion.

The questions were a mixture

of Likert-type items, requiring respondents to indicate where on a con
tinuum they fell (e.g., 1.

Very satisfied to 5.

Very dissatisfied),

and items to which the respondents indicated their particular location
within a specified range (e,g. , 1.
5.

Zero, 2.

1-10, 3,

11-20, 4,

21-30,

31 or over).

Variables
Variables were selected for inclusion in this study on the basis
of their previously established importance to student retention/attrition, their relevance to Tinto's and Spady's theoretical models, their
conflicting or inconclusive results from previous studies, or their

26

interest to the researcher.

The sources of data, variables included

from each, and variable values were:
A.

ACT Assessment
1.

ACT English Score (range 1-36).

2.

ACT Math Score (range 1-34).

3.

ACT Social Studies Score (range 1-34).

4.

ACT Natural Sciences Scores (range 1-35).

5.

ACT Composite Score (range 1-35).

This number is the

numerical average of the four sub-tests.
6.

Science Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

7.

«r
Creative Arts Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

8.

Social Service Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

9.

Business Contact Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

10.

Business Detail Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

11.

Technical Interest Percentile (range 1-99).

12.

Certainty of Program of Study:

(1) very sure, (2) fairly

suri, or (3) not sure.
13.

Certainty of Occupational Choice:

(1) very sure, (2) fairly

sure, or (3) not sure.
14.

Educational Level Expected:

(1) vocational or technical

program, (2) two-year college degree, (3) bachelor's degree,
(4) graduate study, or (5) professional degree.
15.

Estimated College Grade Point Average (GPA):

(1) 0.5-0.9;

(2) 1.0-1.4; (3) 1.5-1.9; (4) 2.0-2.4; (5) 2.5-2.9; (6) 3.03.4; or (7) 3.5-4.0.
16.

Need for Educational Assistance (range 0-6).

This variable

consisted of the total number of "yes" responses to six

items concerning the desire tor assistance with educational
and vocational plans, writing skills, reading speed and
comprehension, study skills, math skills, and personal
counseling.
17.

Desire Accelerated Academics (range 0-15).

This variable

consisted of the total number of "yes"' responses to 15 items
regarding interest in obtaining academic credit by examina
tion, advanced placement, participation in freshman honors
courses, independent study, and ROTC.
18.

College Extracurricular Plans (range 0-16).

This variable

consisted of the total number of "yes" responses to 16
Items concerning plans to participate in a variety of
extracurricular activities in college.
19.

Size of Home Town:

(l) farm or open country; (2) less than

500 population; (3) 500-1,999; (4) 2,000-9,999; (5) 10,GOO49,999; (6) 50,000-249,999; (7) 250,000-499,999; (8) 500,000999,999; (9) more chan 1 million.
20.

Estimated High School (HS) CPA:

(1) 0.5-0.9; (2) 1.0-1.4;

(3) 1.5-1.9; (4) 2.0-2.4; (5) 2.5-2.9; (6) 3.0-3.4; or
(7) 3.5-4.0.
21.

Participation in HS Extracurricular Activities (range 0-16).
This variable consisted of the total number of "yes" re
sponses to 16 items concerning past participation in a
variety of high school extracurricular activities.

22.

Out-of-class Academic Accomplishments (range 0-35).

This

variable consisted of the total number of "yes" responses to
35 items concerning participation in music, speech, art,
writing, or science on an out-of-class basis.
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23.

Out-of-Class Athletic Accomplishments (range 0-7).

This

variable consisted of the total number of "yes’" responses to
seven items concerning participation in out-of-class athletic
activities.
24.

Out-of-class Community Service (range 0-7).

This variable

consisted of the total number of "yes" responses to seven
items concerning participation in out-of-class community
service activities.
23.

Out-of-class Work Experience (range 0-7).

This variable con

sisted of the total number of "yes" responses to seven items
concerning out-of-class work experiences.
26.

Adequacy of HS Education:

(1) very inadequate, (2) below

average, (3) average, (4) good, or (5) excellent.
B.

Student Record System
1.

Sex:

(1) male or (0) female.

2.

Marital Status:

3.

Ethnic Group:

(1) married or (0) single
black, American Indian, Spanish surname,

Oriental, or white Caucasian (these were entered as five
separate variables all dummy coded l or 0).
C.

Mail Survey.

The survey instrument contained 22 separate items

each consisting of five possible response options.

Seven major

dimensions were assessed.
1.

Academic integration,

A total of seven variables (items)

covered this dimension:
a.

satisfaction with academic performance,

b.

interest in courses,

c.

weekly hours studying,
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2.

d.

instructor's rating

e-

questions asked in class,

f.

class preparation, and

g,

confidence in academic ability.

Social integration.

Six variables were developed to assess

this dimension:

3.

a.

relationships with friends,

b.

discussions with professors,

c.

satisfaction with social life,

d.

friends* attitudes towards academics,

e.

number of friends, and

f.

instructors' encouragement of interaction.

Institutional coearalenient.

Three variables pertained to the

student's commitment to attend the University of North Dakota:

4.

a.

when decision occurred,

b.

transfer intentions, and

c.

second term plans.

Educational commitment.

Only one variable concerned the

student's commitment to earn a bachelor's degree:
a.
5.

degree commitment.

Pre-enrollment expectations.

Two variables measured the extent

to which pre-enrollment expectations about attending the
University had been realized:
a.

pre-enrollment expectations, and

b.

satisfaction with enrollment decision.
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6.

Extra-curricular participation.

Two variables related to the

student's extra-curricular participation after enrollment:

7.

a.

number of activities, and

b.

desired number of activities.

College fit.

One variable requested students to rate their

overall fit at the University:
a.

college fit.

Procedure
Members of the random sample from the 1980 research population
were mailed a cover letter, survey, and self-addressed business-reply
envelope during the eighth week of the fall semester.

The survey was

self coded for ease in keypunching and contained an identification
number for follow-up purposes.

After one week non-respondents were

mailed a postcard follow-up and after two weeks were sent a new set
of survey materials.

The completed surveys were keypunched for computer

analysis at the University of North Dakota Computer Center.
Information from the Student Record System was extracted from the
University's master files through the creation of a "mini data base"
on magnetic computer tape of those students meeting the selection
criteria (i.e., those students whose first tens of attendance was fall
semester 1979 or 1980, and who were classified as "undergraduate regular"
"new freshman").
That information was consolidated with the ACT Assessment data
(also stored on magnetic tape) and with the survey data stored on
machine readable data cards.

The consolidation process was accomplished

through the MERGE procedure of the Statistical Analysis System (SAS)
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which, matching observations by social security numbers, created a new
data base whose observations consisted of the variables from the previous
three data bases (SAS User's Manual, 1979).
Variables which did not attain the interval level of measurement
were "dummy" coded (i.e.» male = 1, female = 0) in order to meet the
continuous numeric requirement for variables included in the discrimi
nant analysis.

New variables were computed from the number of "yes"

responses to particular items on the ACT Assessment.
Observations were sorted into two cohort groups, new freshman from
1979 and from 1980.

A number of separate classification analyses were

performed with the SAS DISCRIM procedure using pre-college characteristics
from the Student Record System and ACT Assessment, and measures of
early college experiences from the survey data.

SAS, a packaged set

of computer programs, was selected for the data analysis because of its
unique file handling capability which are not available with other
packaged systems (e,g., Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).
This feature was required since the data were stored on two separate
tapes and a computer card file which needed to be merged into one data
base before being analyzed.

Statistical Analysis
Because the purpose of this study was to differentiate between
persisting and non-persisting students, the multivariate statistical
procedure classification analysis was selected as the most appropriate
method for the data analysis.

Classification analysis, a direct ana

logue of discriminant analysis, "consists . . . [of] assigning or
classifying an individual or group of individuals to one of several
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known or unknown alternative populations on the basis of several
measurements on the individual" (Caucoullos, 1973, p. xiv).

This is

accomplished through the development of a discriminant model or classi
fication criterion.

The criterion is determined by a measure of genera

lized squared distance based on the pooled covariance matrix (SAS User’s
Manual, 1979).

The groups are statistically distinguished from one

another by weighting and linearly combining the predictor variables
such that the distance between groups is maximized.

A separate linear

ized discriminant function is developed for each group.

The procedure

for classification of an observation involves the calculation of dis
criminant scores by inserting the variable values into each of the
discriminant functions.

The probability of membership in each group is

computed based on the difference between the derived discriminant
score, and the group centroid score computed using the mean of the
predictor scores for each group.

The case is then assigned to the

group with the highest probability (Meiss, 1976).
Though the output from the SAS DISCRIM procedure is not as intuitively
apparent as that available from other discriminant procedures (e.g., it
does not provide cut-off scores, F-ratios, Milk’s lambda, or standard
ized discriminant functions) it does provide the features needed for
the classification of observations into groups.

Thus, the only real

disadvantage with this procedure is in interpreting the results of the
analysis and not in the analysis itself.

Since the focus of this study

was on the successful classification of students into persistence groups,
and not on the derived discriminant function, this was not viewed as a
source of concern.
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After the separate classification analyses were completed "hit"
rates for each of the classification criterions were calculated based
on. students* predicted versus actual persistence groups memberships.
The non-parametric chi-square statistic was computed to determine
whether significant differences existed in the classification efficiency
of these models.

This statistical test was selected because of the

nominal level of measurement involved in the classification of cases
into the discrete categories of correct or incorrect.
Finally, an analysis of variance was conducted on each model using
the SAS ANOVA procedure.

In each model the persistence group was con

sidered to be the Independent effect and the variables under considera
tion the dependent effect.

This procedure produced the univariate

F-value and associated probability level for testing the hypothesis
that the group means for that effect (dependent variable) were equal.

CHAPTER IV

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The two research questions presented in Chapter I asked whether
freshman students could accurately be classified into four persistence
groups on the basis of pre-college characteristics and measures of
early college experiences.

In order to address these questions, this

chapter has been organized into three sections:

(a) classification

results of the discriminant models, (b) differences in predictive
efficiency, and (c) a further analysis of the data.

The last section

was suggested by the findings from the first two sections.

Classification Results of the Discrlminant Models
The first discriminant model was developed on the 1979 cohort and
used only pre-college characteristics as predictors.

The classification

summary for this model is presented in Table 2.
Of the 973 students for which each variable in the model was
present, 620 or 63.7% are correctly classified into the appropriate
persistence groups.

Of the 61 non-persisting students, however, only

8 (13.1%) are correctly classified.
The classification summary presented in Table 3 gives the results
obtained from cross-validating the first discriminant model on the 1980
sample.

This cross-validation was conducted to determine whether the

discriminant function developed on one freshman class accurately pre39
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Table 2
Classification Summary by Frequency and Percent
of the 1979 Cohort Discriminant Model

Classified into persistence group:
From
persistence
group:

Unsuccessful
Successful Unsuccessful Successful
non-persister
non-persister
persister
persister

Total

Successful
persister

601
97.72%

3
0.69%

5
0.81%

6
0.98%

615

Unsuccessful
persister

282
96.95

11
3.70

1
0.36

3
1.01

297

Successful
non-persister

16
96. 12

0
0.00

1
5.88

0
0.00

17

Unsuccessful
non-persister

35
79.55

1
2.27

1
2.27

7
15.91

66

Total

936
95,99%

15
1.56%

8
0.82%

16
1.66%

973
i00.0(
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Table 3
Classification Summary by Frequency and Percent
of the 1979 Cohort Discriminant Model
Cross-Validated on the 1980 Sample

Classified into persistence group:
From
persistence
group:

Unsuccessful
Successful Unsuccessful Successful
non-persister non-persister
persister persister

Total

Successful
persister

179
93.721

9
4.71%

1
0.52%

2
1.05%

Unsuccessful
persister

27
96,43

1
3.57

0
0.00

0
0.00
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Successful
non-pers ister

3
100.00

0
0.00

0
0.00

0
0.00

3

Unsuccessful
non-persister

5
83.33

1
16.67

0
0.00

0
0.00

6

Total

214
93.86%

1
0.44%

2
0.88%

11
4.82%

191

228
100.00%
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diets persistence group membership when applied to the following year's
class.
In this analysis, 180 of the 228 students are correctly classified,
for a hit rate of 78.9%.

Although this percentage is actually greater

than that obtained on the criterion group, a closer inspection of the
data reveals that this is the result of differential base rates in
persistence groups between samples.

In the 1979 cohort, 632 of the

students belonged to group 1 compared with 83% of the 1980 sample.

This

difference in base rates allows the cross-validation to accurately
classify only l of 35 students from groups 2-4 and still attain a higher
overall percentage of correct classifications.

In fact, none of the

non-persisting students are accurately classified.
Table 4 presents the group means and univariate F-values for the
variables entered intc the first discriminant model developed on the
1979 cohort.

This information was obtained from a one-way analysis of

variance with persistence group membership as the independent variable.
Of the 30 variables entered in the analysis, only the 14 which yield
significantly different (j> < .05) group means are included in the
table.

Eight of these relate directly to academic achievement/aptitude.

The second discriminant model was developed on the 1980 sample and
again used only pre-college characteristics as predictors.

This analysis

results in the correct classification of 198 of the 228 (86.82) students
(see Table 5).
classified.

Five of the nine non-persisters this time are also correctly

This represents a substantial improvement in the hit rate

when compared with the previous model (86.8% vs. 78.92),
ment, however, can probably be attributed to two sources.

This improve
First, the

Table 4

Variables Ranked by £ Value With Significantly Different Group
Means Included in the 1979 Discriminant Model
Group means

Variable

Range

Successful
persister

Unsuccessful
persister

Successful
non-persister

Unsuccessful
non-persister

F
value

PR>F

Estimated HS GPA

3- 7

5.80

5.86

5.65

4.80

11.93

.0001

Desire accelerated academics

0-15

3.03

4.15

3.29

2.61

13.16

.0001

ACT composite score

1— 35

20.64

21.86

19.76

17,75

10.98

.0001

ACT natural science score

1-35

23.69

24.88

27.88

20.57

8.94

.0001

ACT English score

1-36

19.08

20.20

19.06

17.09

8.17

.0001

ACT math score

1-34

19.87

20.99

18.06

16.00

7.75

,0001

ACT social science score

1-34

19.42

20.73

18.06

16.73

6.54

.0005

Size of home town

1- 9

3.57

4.05

3.53

3.98

5. 76

.0008

Education level expected

1- 5

3.47

3.71

3.18

3.55

5.39

.0013

Science interest percentile

1-99

47.73

52.12

29.24

52.14

4.59

.0140

Adequacy of HS education

1- 5

3.59

3.81

3.65

3.43

4.32

.0051

Need for educational asst-

0- 6

2.08

1.89

1.94

2.77

3.96

.0082

Out-of-class academic group

0-35

6.24

6.12

6.29

4.07

3.37

.0179

Technical interest percentile

1-99

46.55

49.77

38.29

55.32

2.69

.0442
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Table 5
Classification Summary by Frequency and Percent
of Che I960 Sample Discriminant Model
Developed With Pre-college
Characteristics as Predictors

Classified into persistence group:
From
persistence
group:

Successful Unsuccessful Successful
Unsuccessful
persister persister
non-persister non-persister

Successful
persister

181
94,76%

Unsuccessful
persister

15
53.57

Successful
non-persister

6
3.14%

Total

2
1.05%

2
1.05%

12
42.86

0
0.00

1
3.57

23

1
33.33

0
0.00

2
66.67

0
0.00

3

Unsuccessful
non-persister

2
33.33

1
16.67

0
0.00

3
50.00

6

Total

199
87.28%

19
8.33%

4
1.75%

6
2.63%

191

228
100.00
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differential base rates as discussed in the previous section can lead
to an inflated hit rate simply due to the high proportion of students
in the first persistence group.

Second, the results of a discriminant

model developed and applied to itself are artificially inflated due to
unique characteristics of the sample itself (Weiss, 1976) or sample
specific covariation.

Simply stated, this model can expect a drop in

predictive accuracy when cross validated because the new group of
people will not be identical to the group used to develop the discrimi
nant model (Huck, Cormier, & Bounds, 1974).
A one way analysis of variance of the variables included in this
model resulted in the data presented in Table 6.

All six of the vari

ables significant at the .05 level directly relate to academic achieve
ment /aptitude .
The third and final discriminant model consists of the addition of
measures of early college experiences as predictors to the pre-college
characteristics.

This results in a hit rate of 94.2% (210 correct of

223) with all eight non-persisters correctly classified (see Table 7).
Table 8 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance of the
model.

Of the 52 variables entered into the model, 13 yield signifi

cant F-values (j> < .05).

Eight of these are measures of initial college

experiences while six relate to academic achievement/aptitude.

Differences in Predictive Efficiency
Two non-parametric chi-square analyses were completed to assess
whether the differences revealed in the predictive efficiency of the
three discriminant models were significant.

This procedure allows for

the models to be evaluated on the basis of their number of correct and

Table 6

Variables Ranked by F Value With Significantly Different Group
Means Included in the 1980 Sample Discriminant Model

Group means

Variable

Range

Successful
persister

Unsuccessful
persister

Successful
non-persister

Unsuccessful
non-persister

F
value

PR>F

Estimated HS GFA

1- 7

6.06

5.04

5.67

5. 17

10.98

.0001

ACT English score

1-36

19.86

16.32

19.67

18.67

5.85

.0008

ACT composite score

1-35

21.08

18.00

21,00

19.33

3.86

.0102

ACT math score

1-34

19.99

16.32

21.33

15.33

3.43

.0178

Desire accelerated academics

0-15

3.92

2.39

.67

2.50

3.00

.0310

Estimated college GPA

3- 7

5.61

5.11

5.33

5.50

2.98

.0317
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Table 7
Classification Summary by Frequency and Percent of the
1980 Sample Discriminant Model Developed With
Pre-college Characteristics and Early
College Experiences as Predictors

Classified into persistence group:
From
persistence
group:

Successful Unsuccessful Successful
Unsuccessful
non-persister non-persister
persister persister

Successful
persister

182
96.81%

Unsuccessful
persister

7
25.93

Successful
non-persister
Unsuccessful
non-persister
Total

6
3.19%

Total

0
0.00%

0
0.00%

188

20
74.07

0
0.00

0
0.00

27

0
0.00

0
0.00

3
100.00

0
0.00

3

0
0.00

0
0.00

0
0.00

5
100.00

5

189
84.75%

26
l1.66%

3
1.35%

5
2.24%

223
100.00

Table 8

Variables With Significantly Different Group Means Included in the 1980 Sample
Discriminant Model Using All Variables as Predictors
Group means

Range

Successful
persister

Unsuccessful
persister

F
value

PR>F

Second term plans'*

3- 5

1.16

1.41

3.00

3.60

49.05

.0003

Transfer intentions3

1- 5

3.82

3.78

2.67

1.80

8.92

.0001

Estimated HS GPA

1- 7

6,06

5.11

5.67

5.40

8.79

.0001

Satisfaction with academic
performance3

1- 5

2.69

3.44

3.00

3.80

7.13

.0002

Weekly hours studying

1- 5

3.24

2.37

3.33

2.80

5.05

.0023

Number of activities

1- 5

2.05

1.37

1.00

1.40

4.96

.002 5

ACT English score

1-36

19.81

16.52

19.67

19.00

4.84

.0030

ACT composite score

1-35

21,06

18.04

21.00

20.00

3.43

.03 78

Instructors rating

1- 5

2.35

2.67

2.00

3.00

3. 12

.0266

Instructors encouragement
of interaction3

1- 5

3.22

3.30

3.33

2.00

2.85

.0379

Desire accelerated academics

0- 15

3.91

2.44

.67

2.60

2.71

.04 52

Certainty of occupational
choice

1- 3

2,06

1,93

2.33

1.20

2.69

,0462

Fre-enrollment expectations

3- 5

2.15

2.30

3.33

2.40

2.67

.0475

Variable

3Indicates measure of early college experience.

Successful
non-perslster

Unsuccessful
non-perslster

incorrect persistence group classifications.

A one-tailed statistical

test was selected, with a significance level set at .05, since the
direction of the differences is stated in the research questions.
In Table 9 the cross-validated classification results from the
first discriminant model is compared to the results obtained from the
second model developed on the 1980 sample itself.

Both models consisted

Table 9
Contingency Table of the Classification Results
for the Discriminant Models Using Only
Pre-college Characteristics as Predictors

Model

Correct

Incorrect

Total

1979 cohort model
cross-validated
on 1980 sample

180

48

228

1980 model

198

30

228

y2 (1) - 4.85, £ < .025.

solely of pre-college characteristics as predictors of persistence group
membership.

The 2 x 2

contingency table indicates that the second model,

developed on the 1980 sample, yields significantly more correct classi
fications than does the first model.

Again, this result is not unex

pected due to sample specific covariation.

Taken together, the results

reveal that considerable predictive accuracy is achieved by both models.
Thus, the first research question, can freshman students accurately be
classified into sub-groups of successful persisters, unsuccessful per-
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sisters, successful non-persisters, and unsuccessful non-persisters on
the basis of pre-college characteristics alone, is answered affirm? cively.
The second chi-square analysis is summarized in Table 10.

This

contingency table compares the relative efficiency of the 1980 discrimi
nant model developed with pre-college characteristics to the model
which also includes the additional measures of early college experiences.
The data reveals that the additional variables significantly improve
the predict tve efficiency over the model composed only of pre-college

Table 10
Contingency Table of the Classification Results
for Different Discriminant Models Developed
on the 1980 Sample

Model

Correct

Incorrect

Total

Pre-ccllege predictors

198

30

228

Pre-college and early
experiences as predictors

210

13

223

X2 (1) * 6.20, £ < .01.

2

characteristics, x

(1) * 6. 20, £ < .01.

Thus, research question two,

can the classification of freshman students into persistence groups be
appreciably improved by adding to pre-college characteristics measures
of early college experiences, can also be answered affirmatively.
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A Further Analysis of the Data
The data analyses made apparent that a substantial number of
observations were not being included in the development; of the three
discriminant models because the SAS DISCRIM procedure excludes obser
vations when any of the variables have missing values.

As a result

108 (32.1%) of the 336 survey respondents were dropped from the first
two models and 113 (33.6%) from the third model.

A closer look at the

data revealed that 14 of 23 (60.9%) non-persisters were excluded from
the first two models while 15 of 23 (65.2%) were excluded from the
third.

This finding was of particular concern since the purpose of the

study was to attempt to identify non-persisters.
In looking for the source of the missing variables it became
apparent that the primary problem was students with missing ACT Assess
ment data.

Students who did not have ACT Assessment data accounted for

91.7% of those excluded from the first two discriminant models and 87.6%
of those from the third model developed on the 1980 sampre.

In fact,

29.5% of the students in the 1980 sample were missing the ACT Assessment
and 60% of the non-persisters.

In view of the apparent relationship

between missing ACT data and increased likelihood of non-persistence,
further analysis of the data seemed warranted.

Three additional analy

ses were completed to determine if the "presence" or "absence" of ACT
Assessment data might be a useful predictor of persistence.
Table 11 presents the classification results of a discriminant
model developed on the 1980 sample.

This model included as predictors

pre-college characteristics from the Student Record System, early college
experiences, and the presence or absence of ACT Assessment data (dummy
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Table It
Classification Summary by Frequency and Percent of the
1980 Sample Discriminant Model Developed
Examining ACT Assessment Status
as a Predictor

Classified into persistence groups:
From
persistence
group:

Successful Unsuccessful Successful
Unsuccessful
persister persister
non-persister non-pe-fister

Successful
persister

233
94.722

Unsuccessful
persister

31
67.39

Successful
non-persister

Total

246

1
0.4 IX

1
0.412

14
30.43

i
2.17

0
0.00
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5
38.45

0
0.00

7
53.85

1
7.69

13

Unsuccessful
non-persister

2
28.57

0
0.00

0
0.00

5
71.43

7

Total

271
86.86%

25
8.01%

9
2.88%

7
2.24*

312

11
4.4 71
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coded).

A total of 312 (92.9%) students from the 1980 sample are

included in this analysis.

Of these, 259 (83.G%) are correctly classi

fied, including 12 of the 20 (60%) non-persisters.
The data in Table 12 consists of the analysis of variance results
for this model.

Of the 25 variables included, nine are significant

at the .05 level including ACT Assessment status (presence or absence).
This finding supports the contention that the presence or absence of
ACT data can be a useful predictor of persistence.
The final table consists of a 2 x 2 contingency table comparing
the number of correct and incorrect classifications obtained with this
model to that of the discriminant model which included all variables.
The data in Table 13 indicates that the model which includes all the
variables is a significantly better predictor of persisters and nonpersisters, v‘ (1) •- 13.95, j> < .001.

Table

12

Variables Ranked by F Value With Significantly Different Group Means Included in the 1980
Sample Discriminant Model Examining ACT Status as a Predictor
Group means

Range

Successful
persister

Unsuccessful
persister

Successful
non-persister

Unsuccessful
no l-persister

F
value

PR>F

Second term plans3

1-5

1.16

1.37

2.85

3.43

62.18

.0001

Weekly hours studying3

1-5

3.20

2.35

2.31

2.71

10.39

.0001

Satisfaction with academic
performance3

i-5

2.67

3.33

2.46

3.43

8. i4

.0001

Transfer intentions

1-5

3.78

3.76

3.23

2.14

7.89

.0001

ACT Assessment status

0-1

.22

.37

.7?

.29

7.59

.0001

Marital status

Q-i

.01

.02

. 15

.00

4.57

.0040

Number of activities

1-5

2.01

1.67

1.38

1,29

3.76

.0113

Interest in courses3

1-5

2.46

2.67

2.33

3. 14

3,63

.0134

Degree commitment

1-5

2.35

1.72

2.23

1.71

3.19

.0236

Variable

a

1nd? calos measure of early college experience.
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Table 33
Contingency Table of the Classification Results
for Different Discriminant Models Examining
ACT Status as a Predictor

Correct

I960 model with
all variables

210

13

223

1980 model with
ACT status

259

53

312

X2 (1) - 13.95, £ <

•
o
o■*«
*
•

Model

Incorrect

Total

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION» AND RECQMMENDATIONS

Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the characteristics
which differentiated between freshman who persisted beyond one semester
at the University of forth Dakota.,, and those who did not, during the
fall semester of 1980.
The research population consisted of all first-time full-time stu
dents enrolled at the University of North Dakota during the fall seme
sters of 1979 (N ® 1560) and 1980 (N « 1551) who were identified by the
university's computerized Student Record System as "undergraduate
regular" - "new freshman".

From the 1980 population a random sample

of 400 students was selected to receive a mail questionnaire concerning
their early college experiences.
Student data for the study was obtained from three separate
sources:

(a) the ACT Assessment, (b) the Student Record System, and

(c) the mall survey administered to the i960 sample.
Two research questions presented in the first chapter asked whether
freshman students could accurately be classified into four persistence
groups— successful persisters, unsuccessful persisters, successful nonpersisters, and unsuccessful non-persisters— on the basis of pre-college
characteristics and measures of early college experiences.

Three differ

ent discriminant models were developed to answer these questions.
51

The

52

first two models used only precollege characteristics as predictors and
resulted in hit rates of 78.9% and 86.8%.

The third model, which added

the additional measures of early college experiences, resulted in a hit
rate of 94.2%.

These models were evaluated with the non-paramec ric chi-

square statistic on the basis of their number of correct and incorrect
persistence group classifications.

This analysis resulted in both

research questions being answered affirmatively.

First, freshman stu

dents can accurately be classified into persistence groups on the basis
of pre-college characteristics alone; and secondly, the addition of
measures of early college experiences significantly improves the classi
fication of students into persistence sub-groups.
An analysis of variance was conducted on the variables entered into
each of the three discriminant models with persistence group membership
as the independent variable.

The two models developed with pre-college

characteristics as predictors revealed that variables relating to aca
demic achievement/aptitude had the greatest differences in persistence
group means.

The third model, including the additional variables as

predictors, found that the greatest differences in persistence group
means were on the measures of early college experiences.
A further analysis of the data was suggested by the large number of
observations dropped from the discriminant analyses due to missing
values on the ACT Assessment variables.

To determine whether the pre

sence or absence of ACT data might in itself be a useful predictor of
persistence, and therefore helpful in predicting persistence for students
who were dropped from the regular analysis, an additional discriminant
model was developed.

All the variables, except those from the ACT

Assessment, were used as predictors as well, as the dummy coded variable
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presence or absence of ACT Assessment data.

This model resulted In the

correct classification of 83.0% of the cases.

Although significantly

less efficient in the prediction of persistence group membership than
the model which included all variables, the results of the analysis
supported the contention that presence or absence of ACT data could be
a useful predictor.

An analysis of variance of the variables included

in this model provided additional support for this position by revealing
a significant difference in persistence group means for the dummy coded
variable, ACT data present or absent, F (3,308) = 7.59, £ < .0001.

Discussion
The results of this study generally support the major dimensions of
Tinto's and Spady's theoretical models regarding the importance of
college experiences in persistence decisions.

These models essentially

view persistence as resulting from a longitudinal process involving
students and their experiences in the academic and social systems of
the institution (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979).

College experience

measures provided five of the six variables with the greatest differences
in persistence group means from the discriminant model with all vari
ables.

In all, eight of the 13 significantly different variables were

measures of early college experiences from the mail survey.

The remain

ing five variables were measures of pre-college characteristics from
the ACT Assessment.
The question, "what are your plans for the second semester . . . ?",
revealed the single greatest difference between persistence groups,
F (3,219) “ 49.05, p < ,0001.

An additional measure of a student's

commitment to attend IMD yielded the second greatest difference.

This

34

finding suggests that the best way to identify probable non-persisters
may simply be to ask students, lending validity to the assertion by
Hackman and Dysinger (1970) and Kossman and Kirk (1970) that a number
of students may intend to leave college even at the time of their ini
tial enrollment.
Three variables measuring academic integration also revealed con
siderable differences between persistence groups.

These variables were

satisfaction with academic performance, weekly hours studying, and
instructor rating.

Together with the previous finding this result

supports Tinto’s (1973) conclusion that institutional commitments are
continually modified based on a student's experiences in the academic
and social systems.

As students experience academic disappointments,

they may also experience a corresponding decline in their desire to
persist in college.
The importance of academic aebievement/aptitude to persistence was
supported by the four pre-college characteristics found to be signifi
cant:

estimated HS GP/>, ACT English score, ACT composite score, and

desire accelerated academics.

This was consistent with previous research

findings (Astin, 1975; Fetters, 1977; Iffert:, 1955; Pantages & Creedon,
1978; Tinto, 1975), although contrary to Terenzlnl's and Pascarella's
(1978) assertion that "pre-college traits are not significantly related
to attrition" (p. 347).
One component of Tinto'& and Spady's models which received little
support was their belief that students with higher levels of social
integration were less likely to withdraw.

The present study found that

only one of the six variables designed to measure this dimension yielded

55

a significant difference in group means.

Thus, social integration may

not be as important as originally stated in their theories.
The discriminant model which used both pre-college characteristics
and measures of early college experiences as predictors resulted in the
correct classification of 94.2% of the cases.

The classification

criterion, even though developed and applied to itself, demonstrated a
remarkable ability to correctly identify students as persisters and nonpersisters.

All seven non-persistera were correctly classified compared

to the previous two models which identified none, and five of nine
respectively.

This finding demonstrates that high-probability non

persisting students can be Identified early enough during their first
term in college for institutions to "target" intervention programs to
serve these high risk students.

If Cangerai’s (1979) and others

(Fetters, 1977; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Stork & Berger, 1978) conten
tion, that encouragement or assistance at a crucial time in a student's
collegiate experience can enable some probable drop-outs to continue to
graduation, then this targeting can lead to improved retention rates.
This proactive approach to retention may be needed in view of Friedlander's (1980) finding that most students in need do not seek assistance
voluntarily.
The exclusion of cases from the data analysis because of missing
values for the ACT variables led to further analysis revealing that
29.5% of the students in the 1980 sample and 60% of the non-persistere
were missing the ACT Assessment.

The dummy coded variable (presence or

absence of ACT data), when included in a discriminant mode! with the
pre-college characteristics, yielded a hit rate of 85%.

Although this

model was considerably less efficient in prediction than the one includ
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ing all variables it did allow for the classification of an add it 'onal

89 students who had previously been dropped from the analysis.

That

finding suggests that in order to maximize the number of probable non persisters identified, two separate discriminant analyses are needed.
The problem of Bliss ing ACT data could be improved, however, by stricter
enforcement of the current admissions requirements.

Recommendations
The concluding section has been divided into two parts:
gram recommendations and (b) research recommendations.

(a) pro

The first part

includes examples of intervention programs that have either been imple
mented at other institutions or have been suggested as important in
improving retention rates.

The second part Includes suggestions for

additional research clarified by the results of this study.

Program Recommendations
1.

Without fail, suggestions for retention efforts include some

mention of the need to improve the academic advising received by stu
dents (Astin, 197!i; Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Terenzini & Pascarella,
1978),

That suggestion receives additional support from this study

demonstrating the importance of variables related to academic achieve—
ment/aptitude.

The importance of the placement of students in appro

priate courses and sections cannot be denied, nor can the need for
students to have an Individual within the academic system who can be
relied on for accurate and factual information and sound advice.
Recommendations for improving the advising process usually involve the
hiring of full time academic counselors or providing faculty advisors
with special training and appropriate reward© (Ileal, 1979; Pontages &
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Creedon, 1978).

This type of system could be implemented locally by

expanding the role of the present University College academic advisors
to serve those students identified as probable non-persisters. While
this could obviate the need for additional resources, it might also place
a heavy burden on the current advisors who are already working with
"undecided" students.

An alternative approach would be to train gradu

ate students in counseling and guidance to act as aeademi; advisors as
part of their coursework or practicum experience.

Other possibilities

might be for cooperative arrangements between University College and
the Division of Student Affairs to develop joint programs designed to
reduce attrition.
2.

Another area cited frequently in the literature as needing

improvement is vocational counseling, career planning, and related
services (Kuskat, 1979; Noel, 1976; Sexton, 1965).

The finding from

this study that "certainty of vocational 0110100" represents differences
between persistence groups supports this concern.

Efforts to involve

probable non-persisters in such workshops as career and life planning,
problem solving, goal setting, time management, study skills, and test
anxiety might provide a number of students with the skills needed to
enable them to persist in college.

Garni (1980) emphasized the importance

of providing "refresher" courses periodically to reinforce the learning
of students who have benefited from such courses in the past.
3,

Increased involvement of students in the academic and social

environments of the college has been suggested to be an important reten
tion factor.

Astin (1977) found that every form of involvement measured

in his study was associated with persistence.

The current study found

differences between persistence groups based on college extracurricular
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participation.

All manner and form of student involvement should be

encouraged actively, including participation in fratern ities/sororities,
intramural sports, student government, clubs, and organizations.

These

efforts could be spearheaded by the concerted efforts of residence hall
staff, academic advisory, the Coordinator of Student Activities, the
Director of Intramural Programs, and individual club and organization
faculty advisors.

Part-time employment, another involvement factor

associated with persistence (Fetters, 1vjf7?) , could be expanded through
a renewed emphasis of the college work study program and other part-time
employment opportunities coordinated by the Student Financial Aids
Office.
4.

Student-faculty interaction, an important factor in Tinto's

theoretical model, has received considerable research support as an
important correlate of persistence (Pascatella & Terenzini, 1977, 1978,
1979, 1980, 1981; Terenzini & Pasearella, 1977, 1978, 1980a, 1980b).
This study found differences between persistence groups in student
ratings of the amount of encouragement for personal contact given by
instructors.

Pasearella and Terenzini (1981) have advocated student:

faculty dinners, informal "bull*' sessions, and other formal and informal
get togethers, as well as experimental living situations, to foster
such contacts.

Institutional support for changes in the traditional

student-faculty relationship would likely be needed, however, before
any widespread activity of this kind would occur.
5.

Improved referral networks, sometimes called "early alert

ware:ng systems", have been advanced as a means to insure that people
within the Institutional setting possess the necessary knowledge and
information for assisting students in need of help.

Formal follow-up
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procedures and the tracking of students to insure that they actually
receive help is often an integral part of such a system.

Staff develop

ment activities, in addition to providing factual information, often
include activities designed to sensitize staff to student problems and
to improve the affective quality of student-staff interactions.

The

Involvement of all levels of personnel, from cooks and janitors to
faculty and deans, is strongly encouraged.
6.

The last intervention technique to be suggested represents a

retention approach demanding considerable planning and organization.
This recommendation involves the replacement of the traditional 2-1 day
freshman orientation with a semester or year long seminar (Astin, 1975)
The primary advantage of this approach would he the length of time
available to expose students to a variety of experiences.

The seminar

format allows for large group presentations, small group discussions,
and individual counseling sessions on a variety of topics important
to freshmen.

Students could have opportunities for participating in

actual skill building and developmental activities designed to enhance
their personal lives as well as their persistence chances.

Although

this approach is considerably broader than chose targeted at only the
probable non-persisting student, it could include a component designed
to deal specifically with persistence,

The seminar format itself pro

vides a natural means for collecting predictive data on college experi
ences relevant to non-persistence, and follow-up sessions could be
designed to explore the meaning of the results.

Content could also var

from group to group based on the participants' predicted persistence
group membership.

While the group of predicted unsuccessful persisters
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might be learning about improved study skills, the predicted unsuccessful
non-persisters might be exploring career options.

Research Recommendations
1.

The most important research suggestion relates to the desir

ability of continually cross-validating any final model.

Although this

study has demonstrated the ability of the classification criterion to
accurately predict persistence group membership when applied to the
criterion group, the value of the model lies in its ability to predict
persistence group classification of new populations (freshman classes).
Thus, a measure of its stability from year to year is desirable.
2.

Another question remaining to be answered is how early in the

term can measures of college experience be taken such that they provide
good discrimination between persistence groups.

Obviously, the earlier

in the term, the more time that exists to successfully intervene.
Research could be designed to gather this information at different
time periods and the results of the discriminant models evaluated to
determine the optimal time for collecting the data allowing for both a
good hit rate and ample time to intervene.
3.

Research could be conducted toward reducing the number of

variables on the survey of college experiences; perhaps the printing of
a postcard would be sufficient.

Shortening the length of the survey

would facilitate data collection making it easier for a larger sample
of students to be surveyed.

Assessing intact student groups (e.g..

freshman composition classes) should also he explored since this would
also facilitate data collection.

6!

4.

Assuming that the final discriminant model can he successfully

cross-validated, the procedure could be applied to other student popu
lations.

Although the predictor variables would most likely be differ

ent for each population* the concept for development would remain the
same.

This procedure could eventually lead to separate discriminant

models for each student level (e. g., freshman, sophomore, etc.) and
term in school.
5.

The last research recommendation concerns not only the success

ful classification of non-persisters but also the intervention strate
gies developed to serve these students.

Predicted non-persisters could

be randomly assigned to different treatment groups— perhaps some of the
previously suggested interventions---to evaluate their differential effects
on persistence.

An integral part of such research would be a control

group which, in addition to providing a basis for comparison, would also
yield an unbiased estimate of how well the classification criterion
performed.

This research would provide academic departments, admini

strative officers, and providers of student services the information
needed to set program priorities and reallocate institutional funds.
Because of the multitude of interacting factors which lead to
persistence decisions, it is unlikely that any single model can be
developed to predict all non-persisters.

However, the encouraging

results of this study demonstrate that a mode] developed on a particular
population of students at a specific point of time in their college
career can be highly successful.

The possibility exists then, that a

number of such models, developed on different populations at different
periods of time, may be able to predict the majoritv of non-persisters.

APPENDIX A
COVER LETTER AND NAIL SURVEY

THE
UNIVERSITY
OF
NORTH
DAKOTA

VICE PRESIDENT FOR STUDENT AFFAIRS
Box 8132. University Station
Grand Forks. North Dakota 58202
(701) 777-2724

Dear Student:
I'm asking your assistance in a matter important to the Division of Student
Affairs.
We are cooperating in a research study to gather information which will
allow us to plan our programs and services to better meet the needs of our
students. We are particularly concerned about student's finishing their
educational program and how we may assist students to continue their enroll
ment at USD.
The enclosed survey is being sent to selected students of
freshman class. Responses to the survey will be strictly
An ID number has been Included for research purposes only
of the study will be reported in such a way as to prevent
of Individuals.

the 1980-81
confidential.
and the results
the identification

Since only a small number of students have been selected to participate in
this research, each response is critical to its success. I urge you to
take a few minutes away from your busy schedule and to complete the survey
right now and return it in the enclosed addressed postage-paid envelope.
Your cooperation will be deeply appreciated.
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this research study, please
feel free to contact the study coordinator, Bob Kelson, at: 777-272A or
772-8656. He will be happy to answer your questions.
Thank you for your assistance in this matter and best wishes for the school
year.
Yours trcly,

William A. Bryan
Vice President for Student Affairs

WAB:rbn
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Sn;»OiT WIMffll SURVEY
Of fife os the Vice President
Division of Student Affair*
University of forth Dakota
C r u d Forks, Hi) 38202
PIBECf 10HS. The loUoving Hcsss deaf with your experiences since arriving cn
tuapus tiiis fall, for each item, please circle tb* muffor of the response which
reflects your opinion. Please answer *13 itests. Thank you for your Help.

{1}

In general, how satisfactory are the relationships with the friends yon have
made in college?
1. Very satisfactory
2. Satisfactory
3. Mediocre
4. Unsatisfactory
5. Very unsatisfactory

(2)

How satisfied ais you with your acadeetlc performance at USD to date?
1. Very satisfied
r.
Satisfied
3, Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
4, Dissatisfied

5,
(3)

Very d is sa tis fied

How Many extra-curricular activities (e.g.» clubs, student g m e t o w n t ,
sororities, intraraural, etc.) are you involved in?
1. Hone
2. One

3. Two
4.
5.
(A)

Three
Four or ssore

How many extra-curricular activities would you like to he involved in?
1. Many w r e

2.

A few store

3.
4.
5.

The a«®B m w h e r
A few less
Many less

(3)

Hew important is it to you to eventually obtain a bachelor's degree?
1. Very important
2. Important
3. Soarvhat important
6. Unimportant
5, Very uniaportant

(*»>

When did you d e c ia e t o attend WiD?

l.
2.
3.
3,

B*ffore h 2g.h scS»cm>I
S>m fiR$ ay fres&} mn *.'9
During my junior year
Du r ing ay seot cr year
After gratfijAi 3rug i roa

sophonere year
in high school
in high school
high school
(OVERi
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(/)

How interesting ere the courses vou arc taking this semester?
!. Very interest ing
2. Interesting
3. iNiacre
4. Dwll
5. Very dull

(81

Considering everything, how well lias IP® "lived-tip" to your pre-«roll*ent
expectations?
1. Very well
2. Quite well
3. So-so
4. Sot well
5. Very pot ly

(9)

Approximately how many hour* each week do you spend studying outside of class?

(10)

1.

9-4

2.
3.
4.

5-9
10-14
15-19

5.

20 or snare

How often have you had a friendly discussion with <t professor outside of class?
1. Sever
2. Once

3.
4.
5.

Twice
Three t lutes
Four or wore tine®

(11)

In general, how would you rate your Instructors In their ability to cake their
classes interesting and stimulating?
1. Excellent
2. Good
3. Fair
4. Foot
5. Very poor

(1?.)

What are your present plans concerning completing all work for your bachelor's
degree at 1*0?
1. Will definitely transfer
2. Will probably transfer
3. Will stay at 131.9 for awhile sad then decide
4. Will probably stay -at WHO
5. Will definitely stay at tfsip

(13»

i*uw satisfied are you with your "social life" at UHp?
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
2.
Mediocre
4. Di'i&at isf led
5. Very 4iss»**slied

(it)

How often do you ask questions la class'!
1. Frequently
2. Q u i t e often
3. Occasionally
4. Seldom
5. Sever

(M> TO M U FACE)
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15)

(

Hew often could you characterize your college friends' attitudes towards
academic* one studying as being “responsible and hard working"?
1. All of the time
2. Most o f the t iae
3. Some of the time
4. Once in a white
5. Hone of the time

06)

How satisfied are you with your decision to attend UNl>?
1. Very dissatisfied
2. Dissatisfied
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
A. Satisfied
3. Very satisfied

07)

How often do your Instructors encourage students to talk with the® outside
of class and Mice it easy for then to do so?
1. None of the time
2 . Rarely
3. Some of the t lose
4. Quite often
5. Most of the time

08)

How many "good" frli nds do you have at HKD?
1. Many
2. Several
3. Some
4. Few
5. None

09)

How often are you well prepared tor class with your assignments completed?
1. Always
2. Usually
3. Occasionally
4. Seldom

5.

Never

( 20)

How confident are vou about your ability to “handle" the aeadenic demands
at UND?
1. Very confident
2. Confident
3. Not sure
4. Doubtful
5. Very doubtful

( 21)

Overall, how welt do you believe you "fit" into the academic and social life
at USD?
», Very poorly
2. Poorly
3. Fairly well
4, Quite well
5, Very well

(

22)

What are your plans for the second semester beginning in January?
1. Definitely return to UKD
2. Probably return to UHD
3. Will decide ■ the end of this semester
4. Probably SOT return to UND
5. Definitely NOT return to USD

7 it>

T

)

(23-31)
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